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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to the preliminary amendment filed December 
27, 2007, in which claims 11,12,14,17-19,21, 22, 24, 27-29, and 31 were presented 
for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 11, 14, 21, 24 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lemelson, US 6,909,639, in view of Gustafson, US 6,014,601 . 

(Claims 1 1 and 21 ) Lemelson describes a vehicle and method for controlling a 
vehicle that includes a plurality of different occupant protection devices (figure 1), 
comprising: a subject target detector portion that detects a plurality of subject targets 
which exist in a course of the vehicle and which have a possibility of colliding with the 
vehicle (column 5, lines 42-62 and column 8, lines 42-50); a relative quantity detector 
portion that detects a relative quantity between the vehicle and each of the subject 
targets detected by the subject target detector portion (column 7, lines 31-49, column 
1 1 , lines 35-39); a collision time calculator portion that predicts and calculates a collision 
time of each of the subject targets until a collision with the vehicle, by using the relative 
quantity between the vehicle and each of the subject targets detected by the relative 
quantity detector portion (column 12, line 61 -column 13, line 11); a collision subject 
target selector portion that selects a collision subject target having a high possibility of 
colliding with the vehicle based on at least the collision time of each of the subject 
targets calculated by the collision time calculator portion (column 12, line 61 -column 13, 
line 11, column 13, lines 25-36); an occupant protection device selector portion that 
selects an occupant protection device to be actuated among the plurality of occupant 
protection devices, based on the hazard vector of the collision subject target selected by 
collision subject target selector portion (figure 15, column 14, lines 45-67), using a state 
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flag setting map that stores in advance state flags that indicate actuation of the 
occupant protection devices in correspondence with the hazard vector of the collision 
subject target (column 14, lines 5-15), and for setting the state flag for the selected 
occupant protection device (column 14, line 65-column 15, line 6); and a control portion 
that controls actuation of the selected occupant protection device, based on the set 
state flag ("Generate Output Expert Control Signals" figure 15). Lemelson describes 
wherein the output control signal for the plurality of protection devices is determined by 
the hazard vector (figure 1 1 ), the data of the hazard vector is also used to determine 
collision time. Lemelson does not describe wherein the selection of the protection 
device is based on the collision time. However, Gustafson teaches calculating a 
collision time and depending on that calculated collision time, activating one level or 
type of alarm (column 5, lines 15-30) and further that the collision time is based on 
variables relative speed, distance and relative acceleration (column 2, lines 10-20). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
determine the protection device action based on collision time, as collision time is 
merely an alternative means of expressing the data of Lemelson's hazard vector. 

(Claim 31) Lemelson describes a vehicle that includes a plurality of different 
occupant protection devices, comprising: subject target detection means for detecting a 
plurality of subject targets that exist in a course of the vehicle and that have a possibility 
of colliding with the vehicle (column 5, lines 42-62 and column 8, lines 42-50); relative 
quantity detection means for detecting a relative quantity between the vehicle and each 
of the subject targets detected by the subject target detection means (column 7, lines 
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31 -49, column 1 1 , lines 35-39); collision time calculation means for predicting and 
calculating a collision time of each of the subject targets until a collision with the vehicle, 
by using the relative quantity between the vehicle and each of the subject targets 
detected by the relative quantity detection means (column 12, line 61 -column 13, line 
1 1 ); collision subject target selection means for selecting a collision subject target 
having a high possibility of colliding with the vehicle based on at least the collision time 
of each of the subject targets calculated by the collision time calculation means (column 
12, line 61 -column 13, line 11, column 13, lines 25-36); occupant protection device 
selection means for selecting an occupant protection device to be actuated among the 
plurality of occupant protection devices, based on the hazard vector of the collision 
subject target selected by the collision subject target selection means (figure 15, column 
14, lines 45-67), using a state flag setting map that stores in advance state flags that 
indicate actuation of the occupant protection devices in correspondence with the hazard 
vector of the collision subject target (column 14, lines 5-15), and for setting the state flag 
for the selected occupant protection device (column 14, line 65-column 15, line 6); and 
control means for controlling actuation of the selected occupant protection device, 
based on the set state flag (Generate Output Expert Control Signals" figure 15). 
Lemelson describes wherein the output control signal for the plurality of protection 
devices is determined by the hazard vector (figure 1 1 ), the data of the hazard vector is 
also used to determine collision time. Lemelson does not describe wherein the selection 
of the protection device is based on the collision time. However, Gustafson teaches 
calculating a collision time and depending on that calculated collision time, activating 
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one level or type of alarm (column 5, lines 15-30) and further that the collision time is 
based on variables relative speed, distance and relative acceleration (column 2, lines 
1 0-20). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to determine the protection device action based on collision time, as collision 
time is merely an alternative means of expressing the data of Lemelson's hazard vector. 

(Claims 14 and 24) Lemelson further describes wherein the collision subject 
target is selected based on the collision time (column 13, lines 25-36), and information 
that indicates whether the detecting the subject targets is continued (column 2, lines 54- 
57). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 12 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lemelson in view of Gustafson as applied to claims 11 and 21 above, and further 
in view of Bell, US 6,069,581 . 

Lemelson describes detecting plural targets and selecting a target that is ranked 
as the highest hazard. Lemelson suggests to one of ordinary skill that the time to 
collision is used to select the most hazard target, but does not explicitly describe so. 
However, Bell teaches a radar system that detects multiple targets, selects a subject 
target that has a shortest collision time among the plurality of subject targets calculated 
by the system (column 8, lines 35-39 and column 5, lines 27-34). It would be obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art that the subject target should be selected as the target 
that would be first hit by the vehicle, as Bell suggests if the car stops for the closer 
target, then the car will avoid hitting the further targets (column 5, lines 27-34). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 17-19 and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lemelson in view of Gustafson as applied to claims 1 1 and 21 above, 
and further in view of Takafuji, US 6,859,731 . 

(Claims 17, 19, 27 and 29) Neither Lemelson nor Gustafson describe correcting 
the collision time by the predetermined relative quantity. However, Takafuji teaches a 
collision system including determining a collision time between the vehicle and an object 
(abstract), a collision time corrector portion that corrects the collision time predicted and 
calculated by the collision time calculator using a predetermined relative quantity among 
the relative quantities detected by the relative quantity detector portion (figures 2 and 3, 
column 7, lines 6-1 1 ). Takafuji further teaches wherein the predetermined relative 
quantity used by the collision time corrector is a quantity of offset of the subject target 
from a center line of the vehicle which extends in a direction that coincides with a 
traveling direction of the vehicle (figure 4). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the system of Lemelson in 
view of Gustafson with the teachings of Takafuji because as Takafuji suggests, 
determining the collision probability of the determined path of the vehicle allows for 
more accurate determination of future collisions and determine a more accurate total 
collision probability (column 3, lines 54-63). 

(Claims 18 and 28) Lemelson describes correcting a collision time that is 
determined not to be the primary hazard, by setting the collision time to a predetermined 
maximum value if it is determined the target collision time is greater than a value. But 
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does not describe wherein the correction is based on a predetermined relative quantity 
that is compared to a pre-set value (column 13, lines 25-36). However, Takafuji further 
teaches correcting a collision time if the detected predetermined relative quantity used 
is greater than a pre-set value (column 7, lines 6-1 1 and column 13, lines 5-35). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the teachings of Lemelson in view of Gustafson with the teachings of Takafuji 
because as Lemelson suggests once a primary hazard has been identified is to 
downgrade other detected hazards to obstacles to ensure the primary hazard retains 
priority. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CHRISTINE M. BEHNCKE whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-81 03. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am- 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas G. Black can be reached on (571) 272-6956. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/C. M. B./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3661 
/Thomas G. Black/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3661 



